This study explored the perception of value similarity between employees and top management. Three types of organizational values were identified including values concerning the use of human resources, the competitiveness of the firm, and the importance of social responsibility. Two organizations and two subpopulations within one organization were examined to determine if differences exist in the way different groups configure their values. The results revealed that the importance of value similarity on the use of human resources was "univocal" or common to both organizations and subpopulations. In contrast, similarity on competiveness values and social responsibility values were found to vary and thus operate uniquely for different organizations and subgroups. The implications of these findings for the universality versus uniqueness debate within the culture literature and the future measurement of organizational value constructs are discussed. (1990). Value similarity about human resources, competitiveness and social responsibility: A study of organizational and suborganizational differences. International Journal of 3(2) Value similarity within top management teams and between top managers and employees has recently received much attention (Enz 1988; Hambrick and Brandon 1988; Saffold 1988; Wiener 1988) .
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Value similarity within top management teams and between top managers and employees has recently received much attention (Enz 1988; Hambrick and Brandon 1988; Saffold 1988; Wiener 1988) .
While the role of value similarity in the functioning of organizations is argued to influence actions and outcomes, little is known about the role of specific types of values. One of the impediments to research efforts rests with philosophical differences regarding the way in which values data should represent organizational phenomena as either: (1) idiosyncratic, particular, or unique, or (2) replicable, welldefined, or universal. Related to this continuing debate is the issue of whether values are amenable to quantitative examination. However, to date there have been few attempts to empirically specify values or ascertain if differences in organizational culture and suborganization cultures affect the relevance of specific types of values.
Wakhlu recently noted that "It can be said without fear of contradiction that good organizations and shared values have to be found together" (1986, 265) . This assertion is reinforced by the empirical work of Posner, Kouzes, and Schmidt (1985) , who found value similarity to be positively related to commitment, a sense of success, and other work attitudes. While these researchers argue that value sharing makes a difference, they do not specify the types of values that make a difference nor do they distinguish between organizational types, industries, or subcultures to ascertain their effects on the degree of value sharing. These authors and many others presume a virtual universality of value sharing and/or fail to specify types of organizational values (see Denison 1984; Peters 1985 ).
An opposite conceptualization has emerged within the culture literature that stresses the unique and organization specific nature of a variety of cultural factors of which shared values are paramount (Morgan and Smircich 1980) . In its most dramatic posture, this view argues that values are grounded solely within the milieu of the firm's or suborganization's culture, thus making it impossible to construct standardized measures or to generalize to other organizations or subgroups. The uniqueness argument is enhanced by the recent empirical work of Reynolds (1986) , who concluded that the measurement of culture must reflect industry and organizational differences if culture is to be a useful and accurate organizational construct. This view is given even greater emphasis by Barney (1986) , who claims that it is the uniqueness of an organization's culture that provides its distinctive competence and means for high performance. Several researchers have also recognized a need to narrow the view of more specific types of shared values (Saffold 1988; Wiener 1988) .
The purposes of this study are to identify measurable types of value similarity and to explore how univocal or idiosyncratic value sharing is for specific types of values in different organizations and suborganizational groupings within an organization. Thus the primary focus of this research is to identify types of organizational values and to ascertain whether value similarity is univocal or unique to organizations or subcultures. Evidence of univocality would facilitate research using quantitative research methodologies and generalizable measurement instruments. Findings of uniqueness to organization types or subgroups would suggest the need for greater reliance on qualitative and ethnographic research approaches, Finally, evidence of some univocality and some uniqueness would justify a "hybrid" measurement approach in which both qualitative and quantitative research strategies are employed. As a first step in this refinement of the construct of organizational value similarity, it is necessary to understand which values form the basis of measurable constructs and the limits of their generalizability (Venkatraman and Grant 1986) .
Background

Value Similarity
While inconsistencies in the definition of values appear in the literature (Faulding 1965; Brown 1976; Wiener 1988 ), Rokeach's (1973) definition has achieved a fair level of acceptance. Rokeach proposed that a "value is an enduring belief that a specific mode of conduct or end-state of existence is personally or socially preferable to an opposite or converse model of conduct or end-state of existence" (1973, 3) . Enz (1986) applied this conceptualization to the organizational context by defining organizational value similarity as a condition in which preferences or priorities are shared by individuals or groups that speak to the actions or outcomes organizations "should" identify in the running of the firm. This definition of organizational value similarity will be used in the present study because of its grounding in the most accepted conceptualization of values (Beyer 1981; Sproull 1981) and its applicability to the organizational domain.
The approach to value similarity employed in this study captures the perceived, conscious, and explicitly stated perceptions of value sharing with top management, frequently called espoused value similarity (Posner, Kouzes, and Schmidt 1985; Enz 1988) . Top management is the selected focal reference for exploration because these executives have the fundamental responsibility to shape organizational values (Barnard 1938) Illustrative of this logic are the findings of Enz (1988) , who reported that departmental power was influenced by perceived value similarity with top management, but not influenced by actual similarities.
In this instance, she concluded that power was a product of a social definition of value similarity, rather than an "objective" calculation of similarity. Hence, perceived value similarity captures a socially constructed notion of sharing, in which perceptions shape outcomes. Rousseau's (1990) term "univocality" is adopted here to refer to value dimensions that are espoused "with a single voice" in a broad range of organizations and subgroupings within organizations.
Univocality and Uniqueness
Univocality is less stringent than "universality"; its use is intended to imply a degree of generalizability and accessibility sufficient for quantification in multiple contexts. For example, because organizations are social instruments, some argue that humanistic values about how employees should be treated would be univocal. Uniqueness refers to values that are relatively more tied to situation-specific contexts. Values concerning safety, for example, would be relatively more unique when contrasting extractive vs. information process technologies.
According to some, the uniqueness argument discussed earlier has hampered the needed focus on measurable value constructs (Morey and Luthans 1985; Wiener 1988 ). While it is quite possible that organizational values are unique to a particular organization's cultural milieu, quantitative attempts to examine cultural construct, including value similarity, have frequently relied on existing measures of work climate (Denison 1984) , or general measures of similarity (Posner, Kouzes, and Schmidt 1985) , raising some doubt as to whether the constructs can be adequately measured. One notable exception to many of the existing fragmented and artificial measures of values is evident in the work of Enz (1988) , who recently developed a measure of organizational value similarity that reports reliabilities and employs a multi-value versus general similarity measurement strategy.
In sum, researchers need to be able to measure value similarity so that research can proceed.
Specifically, more understanding is needed about which types of value similarity are universal and which types unique. It is anticipated that value similarity will have both universal and unique components; however, no a priori attempt is made to specify what these might be. Together the identification of universal and unique types of value similarity implies a potential for generalizable linkages to organizational actions as well as rich descriptions of unique cultural linkages. Ascertaining which types of values are widely shared and which are shared in unique groupings helps researchers in the selection of the appropriate method for data collection and facilitates the use of combinations of qualitative and quantitative methods throughout a particular research endeavor. Enz (1986; recently introduced an instrument for measuring organizational value similarity. The development of this instrument was based on interviews with over 200 employees in five different firms representing manufacturing and service industries and small and large firms. Employees in these organizations were asked to list the most important values they felt an organization should have in running a firm. Interviewees were asked to rank order a list of values using a card sort procedure to establish a diverse set of critical values. The purpose of the extensive interviews was to enhance understanding by offering flexibility in questioning and allow for clarifying and expanding the possible types of organizational values. Since the value similarity scale was based on extensive interviews to ascertain relevance and comprehensiveness in value domains, it is well-suited to the goals of this paper.
Data
The instrument itself (see the appendix of Enz 1986) consists of 20 organizational values, each accompanied by a brief description for clarity and precision of interpretation. The specific value items were devised as a result of the interviews, as well as reflecting desired organizational means and ends identified in the organizational effectiveness literature (Schein 1985) and the values scale of England (1975) . A few examples of organization-based values and their descriptions used in this scale are:
Aggressiveness, an organization should be considered a bold, enterprising company, actively hustling in the marketplace; Creativity, an organization should be imaginative and innovative; Open Communication, an organization should keep everyone informed about what is going on in the company; and Efficiency, an organization should design jobs with minimal waste and expense.
Respondents are asked to indicate how similar they are to the top management of their organization on each of the value items. The degree of similarity on specific value statements was obtained using a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from "very dissimilar" to "very similar," with the addition of a "don't know" response which was coded as missing data. This instrument captures similarity that is explicitly stated or espoused. The importance of perceived value similarity, whether or not the values are truly shared, is that individuals act on what is perceived. This approach relies on believing congruity exists and highlights the importance of the social construction of reality, in which individual interpretations affect attitudes and behaviors.
Samples
Data were collected using structured company-wide surveys in two organizations headquartered in the Midwestern region of the United States; a large national insurance company (n=976) and a regional public utility company (n=770). Employees from all departments and hierarchical levels of both companies were represented in the sample, with response rates of 68.5% for the insurance company and 68.3% for the utility. Completed surveys were mailed directly to one of the researchers in the case of the insurance company, and placed in locked drop boxes in the case of the utility company.
The typical respondent in the insurance company was 38 years old with 9 years of experience within the firm. Males represented 50.8% of the respondents. In the utility company the average respondent was 40 years old with 16 years of experience in the firm. This organization was predominately male (85%).
In addition to being considered in its entirety, the insurance firm was divided into two sets of organizational subgroups by gender (500 men and 276 women) and by the service-orientation of the personnel (703 service-oriented and 273 nonservice-oriented respondents). These two organizations provide the opportunity to contrast firms that differ in employee composition (the insurance agency has a large number of employees in the "field"), competitive contexts (the utility is a "monopoly"), and sets of stakeholder relationships (regional vs. national).
Service orientation. The extent of a "service-orientation" was selected for intra-organizational (subcultural) comparison because value orientations may differ as a result of the external/internal split in activities in these two groups (Ansoff 1984; Lawrence and Lorsch 1967) . Research on "boundaryspanning roles" suggests the presence of quite different demands, controls, and orientations in these two groups. Service-oriented employees who perform a boundary-spanning function may place greater emphasis on building "professionalism" as a value. Further, the high level of independence associated with the activities of service-oriented insurance respondents may suggest that specific organizational values may be differentially important. In this study, respondents who indicated on the survey that their job involved direct contact or communication with customers were categorized as having a serviceorientation. Respondents who indicated that they had no contact or communication with customers were categorized as nonservice-oriented. These reports of customer contact were validated by examining respondents' departments and job titles. Reports of customer contact were found to be strongly linked to the nature of the job and subunit within the firm. Hence, boundary-spanners, such as salespersons and field managers, were service-oriented, while data entry personnel and underwriters were not.
Gender. Gender was explored because of literature suggesting that men and women differ on some values (e.g., Kanter 1977; Powell 1988) . Opportunity structure, comparable worth, sexual harassment, child care, and other issues that distinguish males and females suggest that pattern of value similarity with executives may differ. Since the reference for value similarity is a predominantly male top management, gender may be a likely source of explained differences in the dimensionality of value similarity.
Analysis
The measurement structure of organizational value similarity was addressed through exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). 1 The goal of these analyses was to develop a measurement model for each of the organizations and subgroups that could be used for inferences about the constructs of organizational value similarity. To attain a good convergence of the items, each was restricted to load on only a single factor. The discrimination of each construct can be assessed through the intercorrelation of the underlying (i.e., latent) constructs. Such a model conforms to congeneric measurement assumptions (Joreskog 1971) and enables a good assessment of Cook and Campbell's (1979) criteria of convergent and discriminant validity (Bohrnstedt 1983; Long 1983 ).
Model development followed the recommendations of Bohrnstedt (1983) . An initial exploratory factor analysis was performed using a maximum likelihood estimation procedure and relied on the Tucker-Lewis index (1973) as a guide to the number of factors. Items were sequentially eliminated based on two criteria. First, those items loading less than .4 on any factor were presumed to have little theoretical validity (Lord and Novick 1968) . Second, those loading greater than .3 on more than a single factor were eliminated since they would hinder the discriminability of the factors. This "screen" of the items was followed by a CFA of a congeneric measurement model for the remaining items.
After the measurement models were developed, the inter-and intra-organizational variability of a common construct was explored using multiple sample comparisons. Comparing nested models with free and constrained measurement structures, and examining the changes in the 2 2 indicator of model fit were used to determine the extent of differences in these comparisons (Joreskog and Sorbom 1985) .
Results
Exploratory Factor Analysis
The exploratory factor analyses for each organization and subgroup are reported in Table 1 .
Although 1-6 factor solutions were examined, only the promax-rotated, three-factor solutions are reported. The three-factor solution was selected because the Tucker-Lewis coefficient indicated that three factors were sufficient to explain the correlations among the items. The moderate to high level of intercorrelation among the factors, reported at the bottom of the table, support the use of the oblique rotation.
An inspection of Table 1 reveals several patterns. For both organizations and all subgroups, the items pertaining to value similarity about "high morale," "open communication," "employee development," and "employee satisfaction" loaded together, indicating that value similarity on the management of people is a distinct factor. In the insurance company, there is a more variable, yet repetitive pattern where values concerning the "company's individuality," "aggressiveness," "creativity,"
and "product development" loaded together. These values provide evidence of a factor relating to the manner in which a firm should compete. Finally, values related to the firm's social and ethical responsibilities emerged as a third factor, however, with less consistency than the human resource or competitiveness factors.
Confirmatory Factor Analysis
While the exploratory factor analysis served as a method for evaluating overall patterns in the scales and the elimination of some items, the technique of "confirmatory" factor analysis is needed to identify sets of items that have good measurement properties. At this point, congeneric models of the retained items were specified and estimated for the two organizations and subgroups. For each of the subpopulations, selective error terms between items were permitted.
2 An exemplary final model for the insurance company's service employee subgroup is depicted in Figure 1 . This figure depicts the three latent value congruity constructs as circles and each of the twelve items is depicted as a rectangle. The L parameters reflect the "loadings" of each item on its underlying latent construct. In this form, each set of items converges on a single construct and each factor is distinct.
A summary of the estimates and fit indices for both organizations and all subgroups is reported in Table 2 . The fit indices are listed in the first column along with the 2 statistics and the sample sizes.
"A," an index proposed by Bentler and Bonett (1980) , is reported because the X 2 statistic is distorted by several categorical scales (Hughs, Price, and Marrs 1986) . This latter index is uniformly higher than the .9
heuristic often used for model acceptance, suggesting that the models are consistent with the data.
The parameter estimates for each model on the first latent construct "valuing people" are reported in the second column. This construct appears to be well-measured in all of the groupings with composite reliabilities ranging from .821 to .881. Not only is the construct of congruence about valuing people reliably measured, the items provide some evidence of convergent and discriminant validity by virtue of the overall model's congeneric property (Cook and Campbell 1979; Joreskog 1971 ).
Furthermore, this latent construct of value congruity regarding people management is measurable and generalizable across these groups. The models reveal that "values about firm competition" has a similar measurement structure for males and service employees, a somewhat different but not totally inconsistent structure for females, and no generalizability to the public utility.
A third construct was found related to an "external" orientation of responsibility to the public. In the more regulated utility environment, certain items that converged on competitive values attached themselves to this third construct. Although convergent and discriminant validity is evidenced through the acceptable normed fit indices (Bentler and Bonett 1980) , the reliabilities are lower (i.e., .623 to .304). Thus, the ability to adequately measure this construct with the existing subpopulations current survey is questionable.
Multiple Group Comparisons
The generalizability of the valuing people latent variable permitted comparisons of the measurement structures between the different subpopulations. This was performed using the multiple sample feature of the LISREL VI program, which simultaneously estimates parameters in each group and provides a combined 2 measure of fit.
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The results of this assessment are reported in Table 3 . The first row of this table gives the overall Z2 statistic for the simultaneous estimation of all the groups, which indicates the model's consistency with the data. The following rows indicate which groups were compared and the degree of dissimilarity (i.e, the 2 difference) between the groups. The 2 differences were significant in all of the comparisons except for the comparison males and females in the insurance company ( 2 difference = 13.42/11 df, p >.10).
Overall, these results show significant differences in the measurement structure between the two organizations and by service orientation, but not by gender. Since the factor structure in both the exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses for this latent variable demonstrates good consistency among these groupings, it seems plausible to cautiously pursue the quantitative measurement of these value dimensions with this scale. These comparisons show that differences within the insurance organization are as large as those between the two firms. Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) previously noted large differences in time orientations and interpersonal orientation between departments. These results suggest that there are important distinctions along value dimensions as well.
Discussion
This study identified three measurable types of organizational value similarity including similarity on the use of human resources, the competitiveness of the firm, and the importance of social responsibility. In addition, the study presented evidence to suggest that value similarity on the use of human resources is a univocal value category, while value similarity on social responsibility varies depending on the organization studied or subgrouping within an organization. Value similarity on competitiveness assumes an intermediate position. found between service-oriented and nonservice-oriented employees. Thus, while these items are generalizable to the extent that they measure a common construct of value sharing, differences in the measurement structure of items may be expected in organizations where differentiation is high (Lawrence and Lorsch 1967) . The presence of such differences could be accommodated, however, by separate subgroup analyses.
In contrast, the values of aggressiveness, efficiency, product development, creativity, These findings shed some light on the current definitional/epistemological/ methodological debate in the culture literature. Specifically, this study lends empirical support to Rousseau's assertions that cultural elements (e.g., value sharing) vary along a continuum of generalizability and idiosyncrasy, different locations along which indicate different methodological combinations. Thus, although this study provides evidence that an instrument can be studied, the contribution of quantitative methodologies will vary. In the study of univocal values elements, such as value similarity concerning the management of human resources, quantitative methodologies can play a primary role. In the study of more unique value configurations, such as those related to competition and social responsibility, quantitative and qualitative methods can be used together.
One possibility has been raised by Fryxell and Enz (1989) , who suggest that joint methodologies may permit the development of "flexible instruments." Such instruments may be feasible through a marriage of qualitative methodologies as inputs to instrument construction and quantitative methodologies for post-hoc validation. The exploration of ways to combine such different types of research methodologies, which may facilitate and extend the use of quantitative methods in values research, should be encouraged.
Although this paper has focused exclusively on the specification of different types of organizational value sharing and the uniqueness or universality of these types, research has begun on the effects of value sharing on critical outcomes. Several studies have linked value similarity with individual performance (Meglino, Revlin, and Adkins 1989; Senger 1971; Weiss 1978) , subunit performance (Enz and Schwenk 1989) , intra-organizational power (Enz 1988) , persistence in whistleblowing (Miceli, Near, and Schwenk 1989) , strategic decisions (Enz 1989) , and commitment (Posner, Kouzes, and Schmidt 1985) . Future researchers should explore other antecedents and outcomes and would be advised to consider "hybrid" measurement approaches to allow for both the unique and univocal facets of value similarity. The techniques employed in this study to examine univocality and uniqueness should be applied to other values scales and samples if we are to understand this area of study. Finally, care must be given to scale construction and measurement of organizational values to assure that the configuration of value types is meaningful and generalizable.
